"The reporters do not stay out the discussion. Each one retires after the attendance of half an hour or an hour, to write out the speeches for the press; and his place is supplied by another from the same establishment. In this way the report which appears the next day is the work of many hands. As I stood quite in the midst of them I had a fair opportunity of witnessing their performances, and observed that they did not put down a twentieth part of the speaker's remarks. They minute down the heads of the principle arguments, and now and then a remarkable expression; and write out the speeches afterwards--imitating the general style of the orator, which by long practice they are able to do. Only two or three of them wrote in shorthand. Each one has a little blank book, and holds in his left hand half a dozen ready sharpened pencils, which he uses with great celerity. They appear to pay little attention to the debates, unless a prime orator happens to be on his feet, and are engaged in conversation among themselves. It often happened that an important remark or happy expression was lost through inattention. In such cases they collected the sense from one another as well as they could, and scribbled it down second-hand. On examining their reports as they appeared in the paper the next day, I found the substance of the different speeches bore a general resemblance to their originals. In many cases a speech of a quarter of an hour was condensed into three or four sentences." 
cated to me, and I composed the speeches in the form they now have in the parliamentary debates." An interesting commentary on the degree of impartiality attained by this early reporter is his remark that "he took care the Whig dogs should never have the best of the argument." Though increasing public demand for the reports rendered inevitable the ultimate triumph of the reporters' cause, as late as the beginning of the nineteenth century there were outbursts on the part of the legislators against the practice of reporting. The regular series of Cobbett-Hansard debates began with the session of 1803-4, but it was not until 1909 that an o2•cial report was instituted. 2 There is an interesting editorial in the Christian "The reporters do not stay out the discussion. Each one retires after the attendance of half an hour or an hour, to write out the speeches for the press; and his place is supplied by another from the same establishment. In this way the report which appears the next day is the work of many hands. As I stood quite in the midst of them I had a fair opportunity of witnessing their performances, and observed that they did not put down a twentieth part of the speaker's remarks. They minute down the heads of the principle arguments, and now and then a remarkable expression; and write out the speeches afterwards--imitating the general style of the orator, which by long practice they are able to do. Only two or three of them wrote in shorthand. Each one has a little blank book, and holds in his left hand half a dozen ready sharpened pencils, which he uses with great celerity. They appear to pay little attention to the debates, unless a prime orator happens to be on his feet, and are engaged in conversation among themselves. It often happened that an important remark or happy expression was lost through inattention. In such cases they collected the sense from one another as well as they could, and scribbled it down second-hand. On examining their reports as they appeared in the paper the next day, I found the substance of the different speeches bore a general resemblance to their originals. In many cases a speech of a quarter of an hour was condensed into three or four sentences."
In view of these facts it is interesting to realize that the debates of the national congress of the United States from its earliest days are recorded in the Annals of congress. This is the result, not of any far-sighted action of early legislators, but of the initiative of two individuals--Gales and Seaton of the National intelligencer. As early as 1807 they were reporting the debates, the one in the senate, the other in the house. •E.g., in the Herald of May 8, 1821, we find recorded the debates of April 6,7, and 8. :" Indeed our parliamentary intelligence has thus far given such very general satisfaction, and is so loudly and anxiously called for in every part of the province, as we learn from our correspondents, that we allow it a larger space than first intended." This evident demand was the reformers' chief weapon in urging the employment of a reporter. In general it was their cause although, in justice to the government party, it should be noted that their objections were based, not so much on the principle involved, as on the manner of execution. It is important to remember that the two ablest reporters in the province during this decade, were editors of radical organs. Thus it was only natural that the subsidizing of these papers, in order to ensure the publication of the debates, should appear more attractive to the radical than to the government party. By the middle of the twenties the advisability of reporting the proceedings of the assembly was generally conceded, and discussion centred on the methods to be employed. The radicals took their stand for the appropriation of a lump sum from the contingencies of the house to the men best qualified for the work. The government party, in general, favoured indirect encouragement, such as that afforded by the compulsory purchase of papers by the members. The first direct encouragement afforded reporting was in 1821, when the following resolution passed the house: "that it is expedient that the debates of the House during the present Session be reported, and that a stenographer or stenographers be employed for that purpose and that the sum of oe75 be appropriated to defray the expenses thereof. "6 An editorial in the Chronicle, December 28, 1821, commented on this arrangement:
The debates continued as usual from the York Observer are, we understand, jointly reported by the editor of that paper and the person who gave the debates of the last Session [i.e. Carey and Collins]. With regard to the fidelity with which the work is executed we, of course, cannot judge from personal observation, but, though we believe that these gentlemen endearour to be correct, we are also given to understand that their reports are frequently defective. Our readers must, however, rest satisfied with them, as there are no stenographers in the Province capable of doing more equal justice to the orators who occupy the floor of Parliament.
By February 1, 1822, the Chronicle was less tolerant:
We now copy them [i.e. the debates] from the York Observer, in which paper they are published by the editor with the aid of a reporter in the service of the House itself, and paid by its order out of the public purse, and had we been at liberty to consult our own tastes and feelings on this occasion, we would not have allowed them to disfigure our columns .... province, there is not sufficient patronage to any one journal to reward a reporter for his time and labour; on the contrary, there palpably appears to exist the discouragement of all the provincial papers availing themselves of the labours of a reporter, by copying from him without remuneration.
It is not desirable to give any one person a copy right of the proceedings of the house, because he has been at the labour and expence of reporting them .... But, as your committee find, that the vote of last year, in aid of their publication, has been dishonoured by his excellency, and that a serious embarrassment may arise to the future diffusion of political knowledge among the people, they think it their duty to recommend, in the strongest manner, such measures for the security and independence of the press, as are within the power of your honourable house, and free from the veto and control of the present administration.
During the present session the printing of your house has been given wholly to .the government printer--and even were it divided among all the printers of the town, as was the case last session, it would not be to any one editor a patronage sufficient to encourage a reporter.
It appears that last year's printing was on the average regulated by the New York prices.
Under the circumstances, your committee recommended, either that direct aid should be given, by your house, to the publication of their proceedings, and insisted upon, or that the printing of the house should be given to the most competent reporter, at the New York prices, as the best means of affording the press that patronage, which may enable it to realize the wishes of the people to obtain the parliamentary proceedings. It is with much pleasure that we inform our readers of the final determination of the Assembly, that the work of the House, including their journals, is to be divided under the inspection of a select committee, among the three unofficial printers, at a fair and reasonable price. Contracts to that effect have been entered into, and the present arrangement will not only greatly expedite the business of the session, but afford that honourable and equal encouragement to our neighbour printers and ourselves, which it becomes the legislature to give and the press to receive. There is no favoritism shown, and there ought to be none. We have contended, year after year, to accomplish this object, and a fortunate junction of circumstances has aided our efforts. We are far better pleased that the honest industry of three printers, their families and dependents, should be modestly rewarded, than we were last year to have the contract for the whole on our own hands, and trust that the arrangement will be found to answer a good practical purpose and be continued in future sessions .... There are four Newspapers established at the metropolis, and to their pages we must look for a report of the debates. Of the editors of these, one is a member of the House, and cannot be expected to give an accurate report of the debates. The Editor of the Freeman, who is a professed stenographer, is justly suffering from the punishment inflicted upon him for a gross libel on the administration of Justice. The circulation of these two newspapers is, also, I am happy to say, very limited in this and the Lower part of the Province. The Editor of the Loyalist professes to give us a summary of the Debates; but, brief as this summary has been, it is now so far behindhand that it is uninteresting. ß . . The only one which remains to be noticed is the Observer, and its Editor appears to have exerted himself to the utm. ost of his abilities, to afford his readers the latest Parliamentary debates; but an impartial eye will soon discover the very great difference in the pains taken to report correctly the speeches of the Observer's friends and those of the party opposed to him in politics ....
This arrangement governed
In my opinion it is a disgrace to the press of Upper Canada that some person of ability is not chosen to report correctly and in a disinterested and impartial manner, the debates and proceedings of the House, and to furnish them without delay to the different newspaper establishments throughout the Province. This number will close our sketches of Parliamentary proceedings and our discussions of the questions of Civil and Religious Liberty (as far as they stand connected with those proceedings) on which we have deemed it our imperious duty to speak decidedly and fully.
We have in two or three instances been reduced to the disagreeable necessity of mentioning names, but this has only occurred in cases, where the individuals named, acted inconsistently on questions involving the principles of religious liberty, or have gratuitously attacked the principles or character of the Church to which we belong ....
The sketches of debates, as far as they have been given in this paper, we believe are fair and substantially correct, and as full as they are usually given in any of the British Provinces.
Attempts have been made to identi[y us with political persons--but we trust our conduct in giving credit to all parties, where credit was due, has fully satisfied our readers that our connexion is with certain measures, not with individuals. n The Guardian was first published in the spring of 1829, but it was not until this 1831 session that the debates were reported. As these reports are the sole source of the "Hansard" for the greater part of the session, it is difficult to refute the Freeman's statement that they are "foul and garbled," but certainly they read well and give the impression of straightforwardness. The editorials are ably written, dignified in tone, and, in general, free from personal invective. I would agree with Professor Sissons when he says: "Turning to the Guardian from the secular press of the day, and even from Ryerson's pamphlets, one is impressed by the charity and moderation which prevails. Clearly the editor was at pains to conduct what was primarily a religious journal in a Christian spirit, keeping as far as possible from the bitter controversy of the period, and softening the asperities of political life. "•2 Another paper which made its appearance at this time was the York courier. George Gurnett was the editor and his name appeared with those of Carey and Collins in the arrangements for the next session--1831-2: "Resolved that Francis Collins, John Carey, and George Gurnett be Reporters to report the Debates and Votes of this House; that they shall report on successive days; that each reporter shall leave a fair copy of his report with the clerk, on the ensuing morning after each Debate, to which all proprietors of newspapers shall have access."la Though this would Throughout this article stress has been laid, perhaps unduly, on the defects in these early parliamentary reports. It is necessary to safeguard against a literal acceptance of the reports without proper appreciation of the circumstances in which they were written. However, all possible reservations having been made, this great mass of material remains an invaluable source for the history of the period. The great pity is that so little is being done to ensure the preservation of these papers. We condemn our predecessors for their failure to hand on to us the complete files and yet surely our negligence in failing to preserve those that we have is infinitely greater than theirs. The librarians to whose assistance the writer is indebted are performing an important public service in maintaining their collections, but time and use will take their toll of files which cannot be replaced. At the present time it is to the original copies--the only ones--that the student must go. These papers must be photographed--and that soon--if they are to fulfil their normal, and I believe vital, function as source-material for the history of Upper Canada.
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